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INTRODUCTION 
Studies of the economic crisis that started in 2008 and has shaped social life in many countries 
tend to emphasize the macro level and focus on the antecedents, effects, and consequences 
of the crisis (Alimen and Bayraktaroglu 2011; Shiller 2012). Aspects of the crisis that were 
emphasized include the changing production structure and its influence on various sectors of 
the economy and the declining growth rate accompanied by inflation. Less prevalent is 
research detailing the effect of the crisis on the daily lives of individuals, the way it has 
changed lifestyles, and the manner in which individuals adjusted their consumption patterns 
to the new economic situation (Ang 2000; Alimen and Bayraktaroglu 2011; Faganel 2011; 
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Prothero and McDonagh 2014). The few studies that have explored these issues conclude that 
the economic crisis has changed consumption practices and reshaped social perceptions of 
necessity and luxury. However, did this change have any effect on sustainable consumption 
practices? Did it encourage the disavowal of behaviors associated with consumerism and the 
risks of excess and saturation? Did it prompt people to seek a new balance between 
consumption and production behaviors? 
This chapter discusses sustainable lifestyles from the point of view of individuals and 
households living under conditions of economic crisis in southeast Europe. These individuals 
are experiencing a growing mismatch between their household resources (economic, social) 
and household needs (material, social) and have to respond by either changing their resources 
or their needs. Lifestyle changes in times of crisis exemplify the embeddedness of the 
economy in social structures and the need to interpret consumption practices as strongly 
interwoven with the social and cultural context. Within the framework of the link between 
lifestyle practices and the economic context, we investigate whether and how strategies for 
coping with economic crises have consequences for sustainable consumption practices.  
While the main discussion of sustainable lifestyles usually focuses on the motivations, 
understandings, and preferences of individuals in the West, who by and large live in affluent 
advanced societies, this chapter will consider sustainable lifestyles in the context of economic 
crisis and societal transition. This context is characterized by the combined effects of post-
socialist transformations and global economic crisis: privatization processes, high rates of 
unemployment, insecure labor markets, the decline of social security systems, economic 
recession, inactive and partially inactive households, the growing importance of informal 
social networks and precarious living. 
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ECONOMIC CRISIS AND SUSTAINABLE CONSUMER BEHAVIOR 
The economic crisis discussed here is the result of a combination of factors, such as the 
progressive financialization of the economy, the growth of financial market speculation, and 
the considerable increase in private debt, along with a rise in poverty and a reduction in the 
labor market’s distributive capacity (Stiglitz 2009). The economic crisis that occurred in many 
countries beginning in 2008 has affected the daily lives of many individuals (Schneider et al. 
2010) and had far-reaching effects on the fabric of social relations and individuals’ spending 
habits. This impact is evident from indicators of economic development, such as inequality 
and poverty, as well as from measures of the level of consumption in areas such as food, 
housing, and transportation. Some of these responses to the crisis, such as a decline in the 
use of cars, could have long lasting effects on the ability of societies to sustain themselves 
(Goodwin and Van Dender 2013).  
Researchers have analyzed the economic crisis in the EU with regard to its financial 
and economic implications (Stiglitz 2009), regulatory implications (Greta and Lewandowski 
2015), and political aspects (Bosco and Verney 2012). However, attention has also been paid 
to the effect of the crisis on consumer values, perceptions, and practices, which are related 
to future consumption growth and behavior, net of economic means (Ludvigson 2004; Cohen 
2013; Biswas and Roy 2015; Vitell 2015).  
Given that the restructuring of consumption is one of the solutions to the problems of 
global ecological unsustainability, the opportunity to change consumption patterns offered 
inadvertently by the economic crisis can lead to more extensive, long-term socio-cultural 
transformations. The hegemonic discourse about economic growth and technological 
development could be changed as a result of significant changes in social practices. Culturally 
embedded social practices can be transfigured under conditions of limited resources and 
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escalating social inequality and precariousness. Individual and collective lifestyles are socially, 
materially, and culturally embedded. Assuming that reshaping consumption is one possible 
solution to global ecological and social sustainability problems, we can explore the socio-
cultural transformations that might underlie such reshaping. Examples of the outcomes of a 
behavioral change due to the crisis might be withdrawal and indifference or a proactive 
rearrangement of one’s lifestyle. Hence, the recent economic downturn is an opportunity to 
explore what happens when rapid, externally induced changes involving a forced 
downshifting occur, making current consumption volumes and styles financially 
unsustainable. 
The connection between limited economic resources and a change of lifestyle is not 
linear. A lack of resources restricts consumption in various ways. Individuals who must 
rearrange their lifestyles and habits due to a lack of money may eventually adopt a change in 
values. For example, Alonso et al. (2015) reported that Spaniards tended to blame the crisis 
on past excesses and called for a return to frugality. For many people the economic crisis 
created an urgent need to alter their buying habits, leading in some cases to support for 
environmentally friendly products, which is higher in poorer countries (Orru and Lilleoia 
2015). Research has shown that in some instances, the goal of a higher standard of living is 
replaced by an alternative set of goals, which include satisfying basic needs and managing 
uncertainty and vulnerability (Ion 2014). Consumer research conducted in Slovenia reported 
a shift from individualistic consumerism towards more consideration of the community and 
family, as well as the challenging of conventional consumption norms (Faganel 2011). 
Consumers adapt themselves to the new economic situation by spending less, 
favoring substitutes, postponing the purchase of durable items, repairing more, and providing 
some services or products for themselves (Brown 2013). One example is a change in spending 
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habits, both in terms of spending less but also in the specific categories of consumed goods 
(e.g., food, clothes, personal care, and technological products) and in the way purchasing 
decisions are made (e.g., special offers, price comparison). Gosetti (2016) showed that in Italy, 
one out of three families have cut their spending on food during the past several years, while 
one out of four cut back on medicines and toiletries. For the other categories of goods 
monitored (clothes, home furnishings and technological products), the percentage of 
interviewees who declared that they had reduced their spending exceeded 60%. Interestingly, 
this study found that over the years there was an increase across all categories of consumer 
goods in terms of the percentage of people who had been making fairly drastic cuts in their 
spending. Regarding the question about the applicability of changes in consumption patterns 
to various groups in society, Gosetti (2016) found that the majority of individuals who stated 
that they had made spending cuts belonged to lower income groups, lower educational levels, 
and lived in areas that traditionally have economic difficulties. However, between 2009 and 
2011, a very large and increasing proportion of the population in Italy stated that the crisis 
had prompted changes in their modes of shopping, a figure that reached 71% in 2011. Gosetti 
(2016) concluded that in Italy there has been a change in families’ spending habits caused by 
the weakening of their buying power, but there are few signs of a cultural shift in attitudes 
toward consumption.  
While changes in consumer behavior as a result of economic downshifting are not 
always accompanied by changes in cultural values, in some cases an economic crisis does have 
an effect on the discourse on consumption (Alonso et al. 2015) as well as on the practices and 
perceptions of consumption and a redefinition of needs. This shift may lead to the emergence 
of a new moral discourse on consumerism and the risks of excess and saturation. Several 
scholars have analyzed the dynamics of crisis consumption patterns, focusing on changes in 
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values and attitudes in different countries (Faganel 2011) and on the discursive context in 
which these changes are framed (Alonso et al. 2015). Vihalemm et al. (2016) studied the 
media discourse on consumption and the crisis, and found that conversations on how to 
spend money more wisely, buy cheaper goods and limit consumption (Kaytazand Gul 2014) 
were present in the Estonian media as the main solutions suggested for the economic 
problems of individuals. To some extent, the norm of downshifting contradicted the norm of 
being active and sought by the labor market. Vihalemm et al. (2016) reported that the media 
did discuss values, with 10% of texts including a shift in values as a way out of the crisis. 
Criticism against the pre-crisis consumer culture and some new alternatives were presented. 
However, in general, the story lines presented the crisis as temporary and did not refer to 
innovative consumption patterns. Alonso et al. (2013) studied the discourse associated with 
the crisis and the way individuals moralize about consumption. They described how middle 
and upper class individuals in Spain expressed a desire to return to frugality not because they 
had a critical view of consumerism but rather as a defense of the need for a return to morality 
and self-control, and the neo-liberal logic of self-management and the work ethic. Rather than 
associating the crisis with a significant lifestyle change whose long-term goal would include 
the curbing of consumption or a new politics of consumption, the subjects of this study 
viewed the crisis as a temporary situation in which freedom and choice had been turned into 
rules and norms to restrain spending. They did not think that there was any space for 
suggesting that there might be a limit on the needs that a consumer society constructs. There 
was no articulation of a discourse based on basic necessities, but rather an emphasis on the 
need for savings, austerity, and protecting oneself from the perils of the market.  
How does coping with the crisis correlate with demographics? Alimen and 
Bayraktaroglu (2011) found seven types of adjustments to the crisis: cautious spending, 
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simplicity in purchases and distribution, adjustments in products, quest for low prices, 
financial anxiety, adjustments in promotions, and awareness. They also established 
correlations between these responses and the participants’ occupation, income level, gender, 
age, and marital status. 
People in different socio-economic classes perceived the crisis differently. Those in 
superordinate positions blamed irrational spending as the cause of the crisis, while at the 
same time relieving themselves of any responsibility for the situation. For others, the crisis 
was simply their existential economic condition. They criticized others for their excessive 
consumption without considering the possibility of developing alternative forms of 
consumption or questioning the sustainability of the current model. In this case, the economic 
crisis did not challenge the typical model of consumerism.  
In sum, the association between economic conditions and consumer culture has 
proved to be a fascinating area for analyzing the social changes currently taking place, and in 
particular for understanding the complexity of sustainable consumption patterns. The change 
triggered by the crisis has pushed people to reflect on and confront their lifestyles and 
consumption habits and, in broader terms, the relationship between the growth and 
development of the economy and society.  
These changes lead us to ask several research questions. First, how has the economic 
crisis changed consumption practices in four southeastern European countries--Serbia, 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia and Slovenia? Second, can we identify significant areas in which 
the strategies of coping with the crisis could be conceptualized as more or less sustainable? 
Third, are these new lifestyles focused on consumption or production? Finally, can we identify 
specific groups based on socio-economic class, educational level, or urban residency who are 
particularly susceptible to sustainable changes in their lifestyle?   
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SOCIAL CONTEXT OF THE COUNTRIES STUDIED 
The data for this chapter come from a study entitled “Life Strategies and Survival Strategies 
of Households and Individuals in South-East European Societies in Times of Crisis” (2014 – 
2016) conducted within the SCOPES program of the Swiss National Science Foundation. The 
project was carried out by the Department of Sociology, University of Zurich; the Centre for 
Empirical Cultural Studies of South-East Europe (Serbia); the Institute of Social Sciences “Ivo 
Pilar”, regional branch in Split (Croatia); the Department of Sociology, University of Maribor 
(Slovenia); and a team of researchers from the Economic Institute, Sarajevo (Bosnia-
Herzegovina). Its goal was to identify, describe and classify changes in the social practices of 
individuals and households in Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia and Slovenia (former 
members of Yugoslav federation) brought about by the current world economic crisis.  
Appendix table A1 summarize economic and demographic characteristics of the four 
countries. Slovenia is the smallest among them (both in terms of territory and population), 
but is most developed in terms of economy. It seceded from the Yugoslav federation in 1991 
and was mostly unaffected by the civil wars which ensued. In 2004, Slovenia was granted 
membership in NATO as well as the European Union; in 2007 it was the first country of the 
former Communist bloc to join the Eurozone. The Slovenian economy is well-developed, and 
based on its per capita GDP, it is the second richest Slavic country after the Czech Republic. In 
2004-2006, it recorded an average economic growth of nearly 5% a year and in 2007, it grew 
by almost 7%. However, the global economic crisis of 2008 reduced the Slovenian GDP per 
capita by 8%, making this the largest economic decline recorded in the European Union, 
9 
 
exceeded only by that of the Baltic countries and Finland. At the end of 2011, the total 
Slovenian national debt was estimated at 15,884 million euros or 44.4% of their GDP. 
Croatia declared its independence in 1991, which led to war of independence that 
lasted until 1995. The war had severe consequences for the Croatian economy and its society 
in general. The economy of Croatia revolves mostly around the service sector, with tourism 
making up as much as 20% of the Croatian GDP.  It is estimated that approximately 11 million 
tourists visit Croatia each year (mostly residing in the coastal regions) which led to a 2014 
estimation of the annual tourist industry income of €7.4 billion. Croatian membership in NATO 
was finalized in 2009, and was followed by Croatia also becoming a member of the European 
Union in 2013.  
According to estimates based on 2013 census 48.4% of the population of Bosnia-
Herzegovina are Bosniaks, 32.7% Serbs, 14.6% Croats and 4.3% other. It is this ethnic diversity 
that led to the worst atrocities of the Yugoslav wars taking place on the territory of Bosnia-
Herzegovina. The war lasted from 1992 until 1995 leaving over 100,000 casualties and 
displacing more than 1.8 million persons. It also had a devastating effect on the economy of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, which recorded a decline in its GDP of approximately 60%, accompanied 
by the destruction of the economic infrastructure. The war ended with the Dayton Peace 
Accord in 1995, which laid the foundations for a very complex legal and political organization. 
The Parliament of Bosnia-Herzegovina consists of two houses (House of Peoples and House 
of Representatives) and a Presidency numbering three members, each representative of a 
major ethnic group. However, the power of the central government is very limited, with the 
actual decision making power invested in two autonomous entities: the Federation of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and The Republic of Srpska. The Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina itself 
is complex, consisting of as many as 10 federal units called cantons. The economic problems 
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in Bosnia-Herzegovina are closely connected to the high unemployment rate (38.7%) and 
extensive trade deficit. 
Of the six former Yugoslav republics, Serbia is the largest both in terms of territory and 
population. During the 1990s it has been directly or indirectly involved in all of the wars on 
the territory of the former Yugoslavia, trying to prevent the dissolution of the country by 
force. In 1999, NATO intervened in Kosovo crisis, which led to the ruin of the economy of the 
entire country.  Once the regime of Slobodan Milosevic lost its power in October 2000, Serbia 
underwent a process of rapid transition and today has EU candidate status. The global 
economic crisis has taken its toll on the economy of Serbia as well. A period of economic 
growth that lasted for eight years (with an average of 4.45% per year) was followed by a slide 
into recession in 2009, at which time Serbia recorded a negative growth of −3% and again in 
2012 with −1.5%. The government’s methods of trying to combat the effects of the crisis have 
led to an increase in the public debt, which doubled in four years from a pre-crisis level of 
29.2% to 63.8% of the GDP. In 2014 the active labor force numbered 1.703 million, of whom 
59.6% were employed in the service sector, 23.9% in agriculture and 16.5% in industry. A high 
unemployment rate remains one of the most acute problems, standing at 17.9% as of 2015. 
Overall, we are dealing with four post-socialist societies with differing levels of 
economic development, in a post-conflict region, whose vulnerable economies are still 
recovering from war and the severing of mutual economic bonds. Thus, the 2008 global 
economic crisis had a particularly devastating effect in this region. Once we add the fact that 
the informal economy plays a significant role in the economic lives of these societies, it 
becomes clear that this region offers fertile ground for the study of household coping 
strategies and lifestyle changes that came about as the result of the economic crisis.  
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DATA AND VARIABLES 
The data analyzed here is comprised of surveys of probability samples of 3,906 respondents 
in total (national proportional samples of 1,000 respondents in Serbia and Croatia, 1,002 
respondents in Bosnia-Herzegovina and 904 respondents in Slovenia), carried out between 
January and March 20151. The survey questionnaire included 65 questions organized into 
seven batteries: 1) socio-demographic data on household composition and household 
members; 2) indicators of the household’s economic, social, political and cultural capital; 3) 
questions on values, attitudes, value orientations and trust; 4) a large battery of questions on 
household participation in the formal economy (work or benefits from the formal public 
economy), the household economy (production for household consumption), the social 
economy (dependence upon interpersonal networks - favors and help from friends, relatives, 
symbolic kin, neighbors), and the cash or black economy (additional monetized activities); 5) 
questions on the influence of the economic crisis on the household’s economic situation; 6) a 
battery of questions on internal household dynamics; and finally 7) questions on material and 
cultural consumption and the digital practices of household members.  
 
ANALYSIS 
The analysis is based on three groups of questions used to reconstruct the production and 
consumption lifestyles and strategies of households: 1) the influence of the crisis on 
households: the views of the respondents on how the economic situation in the household 
                                                 
1 In addition to the survey, the mixed methods research design included 120 semi-structured interviews with 
the survey respondents (30 in each of the four countries) and 100 semi-structured group interviews (25 in each 
of the targeted countries) including household members of particularly vulnerable groups: the Roma, social care 
recipients, small farmers, pensioners, households relying on remittances and single mothers. 
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was five years ago compared to the period of data collection (the beginning of 2015); their 
views on whether the overall household income from all of the activities in which the 
household members were involved was sufficient for a “normal” life; and data on household 
practices during the last five years, ranging from investing in a business and purchasing real 
estate to borrowing money and selling arable land; 2) household production capacities and 
practices: main sources of household income, additional economic activities in the 
household; household production of food and other goods; the percentage of food which the 
household produces itself; the percentage of food brought by the parents or relatives living 
in the country and the percentage of food they have to buy in stores; and 3) household 
consumption during a time of crisis: whether the household members were forced to reduce 
their own consumption, ranging from reducing meat in their diet, limiting going to the 
hairdresser, and getting a pedicure or manicure, to recreational activities such as time spent 
on vacation in the five years prior to the survey; frequency of eating out with their friends 
during the three months prior to the survey; and frequency of purchasing clothes in shopping 
malls, small local stores or the flea market.2 
We categorized the lifestyle strategies using Multiple Correspondence Analysis (MCA) 
and then examined them in association with other variables including type of place of 
residence (village, town, city); number of household members; educational and occupational 
profiles of members of the household3; average monthly household income from all of the 
sources per household member and the number of regular incomes on which the household 
relies (see Table A2).  
                                                 
2 Descriptive statistics of these variables are provided in Table A2.  
3 Since our unit of analysis is the household, we use educational and occupational profiles of households rather 
than respondents, calculated based on the education and occupation of three adult members of the household 
in larger households or all adult members in smaller households.  
13 
 
We present the results of the analyses first by describing the perceived influence of 
the crisis on the households in all four of the southeast European countries we studied: 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia and Slovenia. Next, we identify two basic dimensions that 
structure the lifestyles and household strategies in these countries. Finally, we create five 
clusters in each country and indicate the characteristics of these clusters, especially in terms 
of the extent of the sustainability of their conditions and lifestyles under economic crisis.  
The influence of the economic crisis on households in southeastern Europe  
The crisis has clearly had an impact on the lifestyles of households in southeastern European 
societies. Table 1 presents a self-assessment of the economic situation of the household five 
years ago and today scored on a scale of 1 (completely unsatisfactory economic situation) to 
10 (completely satisfactory economic situation). As the table illustrates, most respondents 
rated the current economic situation as worse than it was five years prior to the survey. The 
gap between the current and the past situation is greater in more economically developed 
countries such as Slovenia and Croatia, compared to Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia. 
 
-- Table 1 about here -- 
 
Table 2 presents the results of the question about whether the household’s total income was 
sufficient to get by scored on a scale ranging from 1 – not sufficient at all to 10 – quite 
sufficient. The average answer in all of the countries except for Slovenia was below 5. 
 
-- Table 2 about here – 
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The respondents were also asked to indicate whether they engaged in activities that 
typically occur in times of crisis. We differentiated between proactive activities, such as 
investing in a business or saving money, and reactive activities, such as borrowing money, 
selling a car, flat or arable land. Table 3 details the percentage of respondents engaged in 
each activity. We see that some households did manage to make investments (mostly by 
buying a new car), save money and reduce their debt during the period of crisis. Of the 
reactive practices, the most widespread are those that relate to spending savings and 
borrowing money.  
 
-- Table 3 about here – 
 
The sustainability related influence of the crisis is perhaps most noticeable in answers 
to the questions on household consumption practices in the years prior to the survey (2010 – 
2015), depicted in Table 4. Approximately one third of the sample of Bosnia-Herzegovina and 
Serbia, and one fourth of the sample of Croatia and Slovenia were forced to change their 
dietary habits. More than one half of the sample in Croatia and Serbia as well as more than 
40% of the sample of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Slovenia had to reduce their purchase of 
clothes, footwear and appliances, and limit their dining out in restaurants and travel. Finally, 
with the exception of Slovenia, they all had to significantly reduce their cultural consumption, 
limiting their recreational and leisure activities. 
-- Table 4 about here -- 
We analyzed these changes in household practices using Multiple Correspondence 
Analysis (MCA) (Lebart et al. 1984; Greenacre 2007; Le Roux et al. 2008; Le Roux and Rouanet 
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2010).4 Our goal here was to identify the main dimensions that structure and frame specific 
lifestyle configurations. Determining these dimensions allowed us to create specific clusters 
of production and consumption activities. Table A1 depicts the eigenvalues and variances 
explained by the first five axes. Tables A2 and A3 illustrate the active variables and 
supplementary variables, their map codes and their percentage in the sample.  
 
--Tables A1, A2 and A3 about here -- 
 
The analyses show that in all four societies two basic dimensions structure the field of 
lifestyles and household strategies: 1) whether the household is treated as a production or 
consumption unit, and 2) whether the household has a proactive or reactive approach to the 
economic crisis. Since the maps resulting from the analyses for all of the countries are almost 
                                                 
4 This approach was designed by a group of French mathematicians and statisticians working around J-P Benzecri. 
The basic tenet of this school, known as Geometric Data Analysis (GDA), is that it will not suffice to make a priori 
assumptions on the nature of the analyzed data (for example, their division into independent and dependent 
variables). The idea is to let the data “speak for themselves”. Thus, MCA is conceived of as an inductive, 
exploratory technique whose basic task is to identify hidden structures within the given data. In that sense it is 
similar to factor analysis – especially the extraction method which is also known as the Principle Component 
Analysis. However, by introducing so-called “supplementary” variables, MCA can also be used for explanatory 
purposes. In the data analysis based on MCA, two types of variables are used: “active” variables whose mutual 
relations constitute maps, and “passive” (or “supplementary”) variables which can be projected over them, 
without any changes within the maps themselves, but with an indication of the relations with the active 
variables. MCA represents its results in two ways: the so-called “clouds of modalities”, which represent the 
spatial relations between the variables, or the so-called “clouds of individuals” where one can see the position 
of the individual on these maps based on certain characteristics (gender, age, education, profession, etc.). Simply 
put, the MCA works by grouping in space the responses from various participants which frequently occur 
together, and separating those responses which are infrequent (in space, that is, on the maps). In the case that, 
for example, we were to remain in the sphere of our research (see map 1, upper right-hand quadrant), all of the 
respondents who cited that they most often shop in shopping malls, cited that they ate out in restaurants more 
than 4 times of the last 12 months prior to the survey, and went on holiday more than 3 times over the past five 
years, then these three indicators would appear as the same point in space. The fewer the respondents who cite 
all of these together, the further these three points will be spread out in the map. The responses which never 
occur together are the furthest possible from one another on the map. In our analysis we used specific MCA (Le 
Roux and Rouanet 2010), with the “missing” variables as passive categories. 
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identical (with a different distribution of these dimensions for Slovenia5), from this point 
onward we will discuss only the results of these two dimensions in Serbia.  
The basic axis that emerges in the analyses represents the household as a 
consumption unit or as a production unit. This axis in Serbia accounts for 53.91% of the 
variance (60.98% in Croatia and 46.53% in Bosnia-Herzegovina). On the left-hand side of Map 
1, and especially in the upper left-hand quadrant, one finds indicators of a high degree of 
personal food production and of various household goods (e.g., fruits and vegetables, fowl, 
livestock, preserves, jams, milk, cheese, clothes, furniture) and agriculture as a source of 
income. On the opposite side of the map, especially in the lower right-hand quadrant, are the 
indicators of the absence of any household production and data that indicate that almost all 
the food in the household is store-bought.  
 
-- Map 1 about here -- 
 
Along the other basic axis (proactive vs. reactive approach), in the upper right-hand 
quadrant, we see indicators of excessive consumption – frequent vacations, frequent outings 
to restaurants, purchasing clothes in shopping malls, the absence of a reduction in 
consumption, proactive practices during a period of crisis (e.g., investing in a business, buying 
real estate and a car, saving money, reducing debt) and, interestingly, a significant percentage 
of food brought back from parents or cousins living in the country. On the other hand, in the 
bottom left-hand quadrant, one finds indicators of a reduction in consumption, not going on 
any holidays or eating out, and not buying clothes and footwear, even in the flea market.  
                                                 
5 In Slovenia the order of the dimensions is different. The first axis to emerge is the one whose poles represent 
the proactive vs. reactive approach (47.34% of the variance), while the second axis is related to the concept of 
the household as a production or consumption unit (23.58% of the variance). 
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-- Maps 2 and 3 about here -- 
 
Maps 2 and 3 show the projected supplementary variables, which indicate the socio- 
demographic profile of the different lifestyle dimensions. Map 2 depicts the link with the 
occupational profile of the household, regular income of the household and income per 
household member. Map 3 illustrates the educational profile of the household, number of 
household members and the location of their permanent residence. 
In Map 2 we observe a strong class division along the first axis. On the left-hand side 
of the map one finds indicators of all members of the household belonging to the working 
class; households that either do not have any regular income or have only one regular income 
(Regular income 0 or Regular income 1); and an average monthly income per household 
member of less than 200 euros. On the opposite side of the map, there are indicators of upper 
class occupations, such as experts, managers, or politicians; multiple regular incomes in the 
household; and an average monthly income exceeding 400 euros per household member (in 
Serbia and Bosnia), exceeding 550 euros (in Croatia) and exceeding 1,000 euros per household 
member (in Slovenia).  
As expected, we find that the production orientation is more evident in rural parts of 
the country. Under these circumstances having a higher number of household members is an 
important resource, and such a situation is more typical of households with an elementary 
educational level. On the other hand, a consumer orientation is characteristic of people living 
in cities, small households, and households whose members are highly educated. 
 
Results of the cluster analysis 
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Our next set of analyses uses hierarchical cluster analysis (Le Roux and Rouanet 2004) to 
determine whether there are distinct groups within each country that are defined according 
to the two dimensions of differentiation and that represent transformations of specific values 
along these two dimensions.6 In order to capture potential differences across countries, 
analyses were not restricted to produce similar numbers of groups. Nevertheless, the results 
suggest a five-cluster solution as the optimal one for each country.7 
We defined the five groups of clusters using the basic lifestyle dimensions discussed 
above: treating the household either as a production or consumption unit with a proactive 
relationship (without a reduction in consumption) or a reactive relationship (based on a 
reduction in consumption). Combining these dimensions leads to the emergence of four 
groups of clusters--productive proactive; productive reactive; consumer proactive and 
consumer reactive--along with a fifth group made up of clusters with mixed characteristics 
(see Graph 1, Table 5 and Maps 4 – 7). 
 
-- Graph 1 about here – 
-- Table 5 about here – 
 
The characteristics that describe a proactive response to the crisis and treat the 
household as a production unit [in Serbia and Bosnia cluster 4 and 5; in Slovenia cluster 5, in 
Croatia cluster 3] are generally comprised of agricultural workers and working class 
                                                 
6 Technically speaking, the process detects the existence of clusters (sub-clouds of points in our MCA) where 
members of a same cluster are as close as possible, whereas those from a different one are as separate as 
possible. 
7 We decided to inspect the dendograms and level indices obtained from the SPAD statistical software (Le Roux 
and Rouanet 2004). 
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individuals with an elementary school education and low income. They are able to meet their 
own needs to a great extent and spend very little: they rarely take vacations or go to 
restaurants, and when they do not make their own clothes, they buy them either in local 
stores or at the flea market. Their proactive strategy could be defined as self-provisioning.  
Cluster 2 in Croatia and cluster 4 in Slovenia exhibit a passive response to the crisis, 
although the households are treated as production units. This group is largely made up of 
pensioners who had working class occupations, less education and lower incomes who live in 
the country and produce very little. What is most characteristic about this group is that during 
the period of crisis they did not invest, buy, or manage to save, nor did they spend, borrow or 
sell property that they had previously acquired. They simply waited for the crisis to pass. This 
group’s strategy could be described as passive endurance of the crisis.  
The third group of clusters consists of households that are considered consumption 
units and responded to the crisis through a drastic reduction in consumption [clusters 1 in 
Bosnia, 4 in Croatia, 1 in Serbia and 2 in Slovenia]. Not only do they not produce any of the 
food they consume, but they also do not have the ability to obtain even some of their food 
from their parents or relatives living in rural areas. These are groups of people who live in the 
city, have a high school education and middle class jobs, but insufficient income. Their basic 
strategy is consumption reduction.  
The fourth group is made up of clusters 2 in Serbia and Bosnia, cluster 5 in Croatia and 
cluster 1 in Slovenia. These households are sustained by two or more incomes from full time 
jobs. Their members have the highest level of education, upper class professions (experts and 
managers), and they live in cities. This group considers the household a consumption unit and 
has a proactive approach to the crisis (including investments, shopping, increased 
consumption, a decrease in debt), accompanied by the absence of a reduction in 
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consumption. This is the only group in all four countries that regularly goes on holidays, eats 
out, shops for clothing in specialized stores and shopping malls, does not change its dietary 
habits, and does not alter its level of cultural consumption. Their strategy is proactive, 
without a reduction in consumption.  
Finally, the fifth group of clusters that we described as mixed clusters [clusters 3 in 
Bosnia, Serbia and Slovenia and cluster 1 in Croatia] exists on a single monthly income from 
full time jobs and supplements this income with a low level of food production accompanied 
by a low level of consumption. They usually buy their clothes and footwear in local stores, 
usually do not travel during the summer holidays, and very infrequently go out to restaurants. 
Their strategy combines elements of a low level of production and a moderate level of 
consumption, and so could be described as a mixed strategy.  
 
-- Maps 4-7 about here -- 
 
When analyzing the differences between the clusters in their perceived economic 
situation in 2010 and in 2015 (Table 6), we see that in all four societies only members of the 
proactive without a reduction in consumption cluster indicated that the crisis did not 
significantly change their economic situation. In Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, the most 
drastic perceived economic change in response to the crisis occurred among small farmers 
who satisfy most of their needs by themselves and whose strategy we have defined as self-
provisioning [in Bosnia cluster 5 and in Croatia cluster 3]. On the other hand, in Slovenia and 
Serbia the economic crisis had the strongest impact on the consumption reduction group—
vocational employees with a high school education who live in cities, are not involved in any 
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kind of production, nor receive any help from people living in rural areas, and have a regular 
but insufficient income [in Serbia cluster 1, and in Slovenia cluster 2].  
 
-- Table 6 about here -- 
 
In the highest ratings of the extent to which the overall income of their households is 
sufficient for a normal life (Table 7), members of the most educated and wealthiest group of 
people with a proactive response to the crisis also stand out. On the other hand, while in 
Slovenia and Serbia the groups that indicated the most drastic change in their position as a 
result of the crisis also usually claimed that their income was not sufficient for a normal life, 
in Bosnia and Croatia this role was taken over by groups that we did not define as mixed 
clusters [in Bosnia cluster 3, and in Croatia cluster 4]. 
 
-- Table 7 about here -- 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Our three main aims were to identify the strategies that households in four southeastern 
European societies adopt in order to cope with the economic crisis, to evaluate the degree to 
which these strategies strike a new balance between the consumption and production 
behaviors of these households and tap sustainable lifestyles, and to create specific groups 
that are particularly susceptible to a changes in a sustainable lifestyle based on socio-
economic class, educational level, and urban status. 
Our results show that in Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, and Slovenia there was 
a significant reduction in spending: more than 25% of the sample had to change their dietary 
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habits, evident in the decrease in the amount of meat intake and the amount of fresh fruit 
and vegetables in their diet, and reduce their investment in hygiene products and cosmetics. 
Similarly, more than 40% of the citizens of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Slovenia (and more 
than 50% of the sample of Serbia and Croatia) reduced their purchases of clothing and 
footwear, dined out less and went on fewer trips and vacations. In addition, with the 
exception of Slovenia, more than 40% of the sample spent less on cultural and recreational 
activities. More than half of the sample turned to some form of informal economy, including 
behaviors that could be considered more environmentally sustainable, such as self-
provisioning and small-scale food production in yards located on the periphery of the city and 
in smaller gardens in neighboring villages or even bringing food from parents or relatives who 
live in the country. The second most frequent behavior, which amounted to approximately 
10% of the sample in the four countries, occurred in the realm of the gray economy (small 
repairs around the neighborhood, cleaning and maintaining other people’s houses, sewing, 
taking care of children or the elderly).  
Despite significant differences between the four societies in terms of their economic 
development and the structure of their economy, in all of them only the groups with a great 
deal of capital (households with numerous sources of regular income from full time jobs, 
whose members hold managerial and expert positions and have the highest level of 
education) remained relatively unaffected by the global economic crisis. All of the other 
households experienced significant changes in their lifestyles evident in both their production 
and consumption behavior, some of it with consequences for environmental sustainability. 
The division between sustainable and unsustainable lifestyles clearly replicates the class 
distinctions in these societies.  
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Our central finding is the identification of five strategies in which households engage 
to manage the economic crisis. These strategies vary depending on whether the household 
operates as a production or consumption unit, and whether it adopts a proactive or reactive 
approach. Some aspects of the proactive approach have significant implications for 
sustainable practices, in particular those that have to do with changes in production behavior 
such as self-provisioning. This behavior is typical of famers or industrial workers who live in 
villages. The proactive approach characterized by a change in consumption behavior is more 
prevalent among capital-rich households whose members work in managerial and 
professional occupations, and emphasizes investments in economic activities. 
Two groups adopted reactive strategies. The first, households that exhibit a passive 
endurance of the crisis, mostly elderly households and single member households, endure 
the effects of the crisis without much attempt at mitigating them. The second group is 
comprised of households that reduce their consumption (sometimes drastically), withdraw 
savings or borrow money, or cash in resources such as arable land, cars, or property. This 
reactive strategy has implications for sustainability, as it involves reducing, selling and reusing.  
Finally, we identified mixed strategies, prevalent among middle class households that 
live in cities. They combine a reliance on a reduction in consumption and participation in the 
informal economy, usually intellectual activities such as tutoring and accounting services that 
can be traded in an informal market.  
What makes the four countries of southeastern Europe that we analyzed different 
from the other countries in Europe and what makes them such an interesting exception to 
study is that during the past 25 years they have been exposed to the effects of three social 
processes that have caused tectonic social changes within them: 1) the dissolution of the 
country that ensued during the civil wars, 2) the post-socialist transformation and finally 3) 
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the effects of the global economic crisis. What also sets them apart from other socialist 
societies is that in the other societies of Eastern Europe, the process of transition was largely 
completed prior to the global economic crisis. In contrast, in the societies that we studied 
(with the exception of Slovenia), the process of post-socialist transformation had only just 
begun to have positive results that were then annulled by the effects of the 2008 crisis. 
Continuing with the analogy that has often been used to describe transition processes, it was 
as if during the process of rebuilding a ship in the middle of the sea, it hit an iceberg.  
If the civil wars devastated the economic infrastructure, severed mutual economic ties 
and destroyed previous internal markets, the post-socialist transformation led to (at the same 
time) a rise in unemployment and the disappearance of some basic welfare functions that 
were a staple of socialism. Furthermore, the policy of austerity during the period of economic 
crisis only increased these tendencies. This situation led to the rise of an informal economy 
and a greater reliance on the household and extended families to provide certain functions, 
especially those aimed at self-provisioning, as well as services that had once come from the 
welfare state.  
The crisis has brought about shortages and recessions that influence the consumers’ 
plans and expectations regarding wages, employment opportunities, products, services, and 
prices. Some of these effects result in changes in behavior that challenge culturally embedded 
social practices. In turn, some of these changed practices have consequences for 
environmental sustainability: the postponement of the purchase of durable goods; the 
rescaling of consumer needs; pooling, the sharing of and bartering for resources; self-
provisioning; and a general shift from a consumption orientation to a production orientation. 
The main question that remains open given our findings is whether lifestyle changes 
that occur in times of crisis are potential turning points leading to the adoption of a more 
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sustainable lifestyle in post-crisis times. Can we envision a framework that regards constraints 
as opportunities and survival as a lifestyle change? Are these changes in behavior temporary 
or permanent? An additional component of the research described here relates to the 
interviews conducted with individuals in the four countries. Using qualitative analysis, future 
research could tap the deeper layers of the changes we describe here and assess the extent 
to which they are indeed long term and embedded in cultural practices. Such an analysis 
would identify the social construction of consumption in the context of the crisis, the 
articulation of new norms of consumption and their relation to sustainability, resource 
conservation, and conditions of life for the future generations, and the feasibility of going 
back to pre-crisis patterns of consumption. 
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TABLE 1. SELF-ASSESMENT OF THE ECONOMIC SITUATION OF THE HOUSEHOLD 5 YEARS 
AGO AND NOW  
 
 BOSNIA CROATIA SERBIA SLOVENIA 
 Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
5 YEARS 
AGO 
5.18 2.309 6.19 2.089 5.49 2.148 6.68 1.898 
NOW 4.03 2.205 4.50 2.385 4.13 2.245 4.73 2.286 
 
 
 
TABLE 2. IS THE HOUSEHOLD’S TOTAL INCOME SUFFICIENT TO GET BY? 
 
BOSNIA CROATIA SERBIA SLOVENIA 
Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
4.14 2.319 4.69 2.614 4.16 2.382 5.56 2.758 
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TABLE 3. ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT IN THE LAST 5 YEARS 
CRISIS RELATED ACTIVITY BOSNIA  CROATIA  SERBIA  SLOVENIA  
Invested in a business 7.6% 7.2% 8.3% 5.3% 
Bought real estate 4.4% 5.1% 5.4% 7.5% 
Bought a car 13.9% 16.8% 14.4% 34.8% 
Saved money 10.2% 14.5% 8.3% 20.4% 
Reduced debt 10.2% 16.0% 12.6% 16.7% 
Terminated some of the HH members’ education 2.2% 1.3% 3.4% 5.4% 
Been forced to spend some savings 11.6% 25.8% 26.2% 28.5% 
Been forced to borrow money 16.5% 26.3% 34.4% 16.9% 
Being forced to sell gold, silverware, jewelry 4.1% 12.4% 5.0% 4.8% 
Been forced to sell a car 3.2% 6.5% 5.6% 6.8% 
Been forced to sell real estate (house, 
apartment) 
1.7% 1.0% 1.1% 1.4% 
Been forced to sell arable land 1.2% 3.4% 3.9% 2.6% 
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TABLE 4. REDUCTION OF CONSUMPTION IN THE LAST 5 YEARS 
REDUCTION IN GOODS & ACTIVITIES BOSNIA  CROATIA  SERBIA  SLOVENIA  
Reduced meat in their diet  32.5% 27.7% 33.1% 22.4% 
Reduced fruits & vegetables in their diet 28.1% 22.6% 24.5% 12.6% 
Reduced purchases of hygiene products and 
cosmetics 
26.0% 22.4% 28.7% 22,5% 
Reduced purchases of clothing and footwear 41.6% 52.8% 52.3% 43.6% 
Reduced purchases of household appliances 44.8% 51.3% 59.2% 33.4% 
Limited hairdresser, pedicure, manicure 38.9% 44.8% 42.5% 32.8% 
Reduced using own car 29.0% 31.5% 29.8% 21.8% 
Reduced dining out 43.8% 53.1% 52.7% 41.6% 
Reduced tourist travel 46.7% 52.1% 55.7% 40.3% 
Reduced summer vacations 45.7% 47.3% 55.1% 37.5% 
Reduced cultural goods and programs 40.7% 44.0% 45.7% 26.5% 
Reduced recreational activities 35.5% 35.7% 48.8% 21.6% 
Reduced hobbies & leisure activities 32.9% 26.4% 33.5% 17.8% 
 
 
TABLE 5. CLUSTER DISTRIBUTION PER COUNTRY (%) 
 Bosnia Croatia Serbia Slovenia 
HH production proactive No. 4  - 11% No. 3 – 14.6% No. 4 – 14.0% No. 5 – 8.4% 
HH production proactive No. 5 – 20.2%  / No. 5 – 13.4% / 
HH production reactive / No. 2 – 20.0%  / No. 4 – 19.8% 
Mixed clusters No. 3 – 20.8% No. 1 – 20.7% No. 3 – 19.7% No. 3 – 26.3% 
HH consumption proactive No. 2 – 15.0% No. 5 – 18.1% No. 2 – 21.4% No. 1 – 21.1% 
HH consumption reactive No. 1 – 33.1% No. 4 – 26.6% No. 1 – 31.5% No. 2 – 24.3 
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TABLE 6. SELF-ASSESMENT OF THE HOUSEHOLD’S ECONOMIC SITUATION 5 YEARS AGO AND 
NOW  
 
BOSNIA CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
 Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
5 YEARS 
 
4.26 2.565 5.78 2.222 5.33 2.203 5.16 2.060 5.54 1.952 
NOW 3.34 2.095 6.02 2.203 4.03 2.017 3.80 1.947 3.84 1.853 
CROATIA CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
 Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
5 YEARS 
 
6.63 1.812 5.63 2.147 6.11 1.958 5.78 2.250 7.00 1.822 
NOW 4.65 1.974 3.63 2.142 3.87 2.011 3.70 2.167 6.97 1.898 
SERBIA CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
 Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
5 YEARS 
 
5.15 2.340 6.25 1.813 5.20 2.184 5.42 2.036 5.58 1.936 
NOW 3.30 1.975 5.61 1.932 3.62 2.085 4.30 2.256 4.30 2.320 
SLOVENIA CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
 Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
5 YEARS 
 
7.42 1.766 6.36 2.019 6.55 1.780 6.59 1.914 6.33 1.716 
NOW 6.52 2.049 3.95 1.983 4.38 2.176 4.49 2.048 4.17 2.241 
 
TABLE 7. IS HOUSEHOLD’S TOTAL INCOME SUFFICIENT TO GET BY? 
BOSNIA 
CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
3,26 2,045 6.75 2.154 3.90 2.121 3.92 2.010 4.03 1.943 
CROATIA 
CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
5,05 1,998 3.65 2.389 4.42 2.529 3.52 2.286 7.38 1.872 
SERBIA 
CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
3,13 1,958 5.81 2.154 3.69 2.143 4.49 2.349 4.40 2.501 
SLOVENIA 
CLUSTER 1 CLUSTER 2 CLUSTER 3 CLUSTER 4 CLUSTER 5 
Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
7,56 2,444 4.30 2.457 5.36 2.638 5.40 2.437 5.14 2.741 
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TABLE A1 - EIGENVALUES, RAW AND MODIFIED INERTIA FOR THE FIRST FIVE AXES IN MCA 
MAPS 
Bosnia- Axes 1 2 3 4 5 
Eigenvalues (λ) 0.211 0.186 0.139 0.118 0.105 
Raw inertia 8.7% 7.7% 5.7%   4.9% 4.3% 
Modified inertia 46.53% 31.12% 10.7% 5.15% 2.65% 
 
Croatia - Axes 1 2 3 4 5 
Eigenvalues (λ) 0.231 0.159 0.129 0.118 0.100 
Raw inertia 9.4% 6.4% 5.2%   4.8% 4.1% 
Modified inertia 60.98% 19.34% 8.87% 5.86% 2.57% 
 
Serbia - Axes 1 2 3 4 5 
Eigenvalues (λ) 0.225 0.177 0.142 0.109 0.093 
Raw inertia 9.4% 7.4% 5.9%   4.06% 3.9% 
Modified inertia 53.91% 28.28% 12.19% 3.9% 1.52% 
 
Slovenia - Axes 1 2 3 4 5 
Eigenvalues (λ) 0.195 0.157 0.131 0.120 0.103 
Raw inertia 8.3% 6.7% 5.6%   5.1% 4.4% 
Modified inertia 47.34% 23.58% 11.91% 8.26% 3.77% 
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TABLE A2. DISTRIBUTION OF INDICATORS (ACTIVE VARIABLES) 
 
Modalities and map codes Bosnia  
 
Croatia 
 
Serbia 
 
Slovenia 
 
(1) Is HH’s income sufficient to get by    
I: insufficient 41.6% 36.7% 43.5% 26.2% 
I: partly sufficient 42.0% 37.0% 38.2% 35.2% 
I: sufficient 16.4% 26.3% 18.3% 38.6% 
(2) How HH has been affected by the crisis    
CA: negatively  36.9% 48.9% 43.9% 54.3% 
CA: unaffected 55.8% 43.1% 46.1% 40.1% 
CA: positively  6.1% 7.1% 9.9% 5.6% 
missing -- 0.9% 0.1% 0.4% 
(3) HH practices influenced by economic 
crisis 
   
Practices: reactive 21.3% 25.7% 34.4% 15.3% 
Practices: mixed 4.3% 33.3% 16.0% 26.5% 
Practices: unaffected 58.4% 17.8% 35.2% 30.8% 
Practices: proactive 16.0% 19.5% 14.2% 27.4% 
missing -- 3.7% 0.2% -- 
(4) HH’s sources of income    
I: full-time jobs 41.3% 51.1% 42.8% 47.3% 
I: part time and seasonal jobs 7.4% -- 6.2% -- 
I: pensions 35.6% 32.8% 30.4% 36.8% 
I: other sources 10.1% 8.5% 15.5% 8.8% 
I: mixed sources -- 7.2% 4.7% 7.0% 
missing 5.6% 0.4% 0.7% 0.9% 
(5) HH’s additional economic activities    
Add_Ec_activities -- 
 
90.0% 90.9% 85.2% 87.4% 
Add_Ec_activities++ 10.0% 9.1% 14.8% 12.6% 
(6) Type of HH production    
Food production 21.9% 8.3% 3.1% 11.1% 
Food processing -- 10.0% 19.3% 7.0% 
Food production & processing 8.2% 24.3% 23.6% -- 
Mixed production 13.2% 6.4% 8.6% 30.3% 
No production 56.8% 51.0% 45.4% 51.7% 
(7) % of food HH produces itself    
Produced food 0 49.4% 48.0% 53.1% 41.6% 
Produced food < 25% 21.4% 27.0% 18.5% 30.9% 
Produced food 26 – 50% 19.6% 15.4% 15.1% 19.0% 
Produced food > 50% 9.7% 9.6% 13.3% 8.5% 
(8) % of food HH brings from the 
countryside 
   
Village food 0% 81.2% 69.0% 83.6% 66,9% 
Village food < 20% 8.6% 20.4% 9.4% 24.3% 
Village food > 21% 10.2% 10.6% 7.0% 8.7% 
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Modalities and map codes Bosnia 
 
Croati
 
 
Serbia 
 
Slovenia 
 
(9) % of food HH has to buy    
Purchased food < 50% 20.6% 22.8% 24.5% 20.4% 
Purchased food 51- 75% 16.1% -- -- 18.0% 
Purchased food 76 – 90% 17.8% 38.2% 25.5% 26.8% 
Purchased food 91 – 100% 45.6% 39.0% 50.0% 34.8% 
missing -- -- -- 0.6% 
(10) Reduction in goods and activities    
Reduction 0 40.8% 28.2% 23.3% 36.9% 
Reduction 1 – 4/Reduction 1 - 5 21.6% 21.8% 23.4% 27.0% 
Reduction 5 – 7/Reduction 5 - 10 17.6% 17.5% 19.5% 23.8% 
Reduction 8 - 10 -- 18,9% 14.7% -- 
Reduction 11 - 13 20.1% 13,6% 19.1% 12.3% 
(11) No. of summer holidays in the last 5 years    
Holidays 0 64.7% 51.5% 58.8% 22.9% 
Holidays 1-2/Holidays 1 -3 21.8% 13.2% 20.7% 26.1% 
Holidays 3+ -- -- 20.5% -- 
Holidays 4+ 13.6% 10.5% -- -- 
Holidays 5+ -- 22.8% -- 28.1% 
Holidays 6+ -- -- -- 22.9% 
(12) Dining out with friends (3 months before 
survey) 
   
Dinn. never 76.1% 73.5% 68.6% 50.7% 
Dinn. 1-3 18.0 21.3% 23.2% 35.0% 
Dinn 4+ 5.9% 5.2% 8.2% 14.4% 
(13) How often they buy clothes in shopping 
malls 
   
Shopping malls— (never) 38.8% 21.0% 67.7% 18.3% 
Shopping malls+/- (sometimes) 54.5% 63.1% 25.9% 63.9% 
Shopping malls++ (often) 6.7% 15.9% 6.4% 17.8% 
(14) How often they buy clothes in local shops    
L. shops – (never) 26.4% 22.4% 16.8% 29.1% 
L. shops +/- (sometimes) 66.1% 71.1% 57.7% 64.3% 
L. shops ++ (often) 7.5% 6.5% 25.5%  6.6% 
(15) How often they buy clothes in the flea 
market 
   
Flea market – (never) 33.8% 54.9% 35.4% 71.6% 
Flea market +/- (sometimes) 57.1% 41.3% 50.8% 21.5% 
Flea market ++ (often) 9.1% 3.8% 13.8% 0.9% 
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TABLE A3. DISTRIBUTION OF INDICATORS (SUPPLEMENTARY VARIABLES) 
Modalities and map codes Bosnia 
 
Croatia  
 
Serbia 
 
Slovenia 
 
(1) Permanent place of residence (type)    
Village 45.5% 45.1% 37.5% 62.2% 
Town 22.7% 12.4% 15.6% 21.1% 
City 31.2% 42.4% 46.9% 16.5% 
missing 0.6% 0.1% -- 0.2% 
(2) Total number of HH members    
1 member 19.3% 22.2% 18.3% 23.6% 
2 members 28.5% 28.7% 28.9% 32.0% 
3 members 18.9% 20.9% 20.4% 20.4% 
4 members 20.4% 15.5% 18.5% 17.8% 
5 members 8.6% 7.3% 8.0% 4.8% 
6+ members 4.4% 5.4% 5.9% 1.5% 
(3) Educational profile of the HH members    
HH Edu profile 1 (elementary school) 16.2% 11.3% 12.5% 8.8% 
HH Edu profile 2 (high school) 26.3% 33.4% 6.9% 32.1% 
HH Edu profile 3 (higher education) 5.8% 10.0% 38.9% 13.6% 
HH Edu profile 4 (mixed elementary and high school) 34.1% 26.9% 10.1% 18.9% 
HH Edu profile 5 (at least 1 member with higher edu.) 17.6% 19.3% 31.6% 26.5 
(4) Occupational profile of the HH members    
HH Occ. profile 1 (working class occupations) 50.7% 37.9% 40.1% 36.2% 
HH Occ. profile 2 (middle class occupations) 10.8% 13.2% 17.5% 16.0% 
HH Occ. profile 3 (upper class occupations) 6.0% 9.5% 9.8% 10.0% 
HH Occ. profile 4 (mixed working and middle class occ.) 19.3% 24.8% 16.4% 21.6% 
HH Occ. profile 5 (at least 1 member with upper occ.) 13.3% 14.6% 16.2% 16.3% 
(5) Income per HH member    
I:< 100 EUR/I: < 150 EUR  23.8% 22.2% 22.5% -- 
I: 101 – 200 EUR/I: 151 - 250 EUR 26.9% 20.8% 32.3% 5.5% 
I: 201 – 300 EUR/I: 251 – 350 EUR  8.9% 22.4% 15.3% -- 
I: 301 – 400 EUR/351 – 550 EUR 4.9% 15.4% 5.7% 19.5% 
I: 400+ EUR/401 - 600 EU 4.1% -- 3.4% 21.5% 
I: 550+ EUR/601 - 800 EUR -- 6.8% -- 24.9% 
I: 801 -1000 EUR -- -- -- 11.9% 
I: 1000+ EUR -- -- -- 8.4% 
missing 31.4% 12.4% 20.8% 8.3% 
(6) Number of incomes HH relies on    
Regular income 0 14.7% 12.4% 14.6% 6.3% 
Regular income 1 54.1% 40.6% 42.8% 37.5% 
Regular income 2 26.9% 38.0% 35.2% 48.2% 
Regular income 3 4.1% 9.0% 7.4% 8.0% 
missing 0.2% -- -- -- 
  
34 
 
Table A4. Country Characteristics 
 
 Slovenia Croatia Bosnia-
Herzegovina 
Serbia 
Area 20,273 km2  56,594 km2  51,197 km2  77,474 km2  
Population 2,062,874 4,232,919 3,809,027 7,132,578 
GDP ppp $31,720  $21,791  $9,800  $13,577  
GDP per capita $21,308 $13,401  $4029  $5,102  
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MAP 1. LIFESTYLES AND HOUSEHOLD STRATEGIES IN SERBIA 
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MAP 2. LIFESTYLES AND HOUSEHOLD STRATEGIES IN SERBIA 
(WITH SUPPLEMENTARY VARIABLES PROJECTED) 
 
 
 
MAP 3. LIFESTYLES AND HOUSEHOLD STRATEGIES IN SERBIA 
(WITH SUPPLEMENTARY VARIABLES PROJECTED) 
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MAP 4. DISTRIBUTION OF CLUSTERS IN THE MAPS OF LIFESTYLES (SERBIA) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MAP 5. DISTRIBUTION OF CLUSTERS IN THE MAPS OF LIFESTYLES (CROATIA) 
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MAP 6. DISTRIBUTION OF CLUSTERS IN THE MAPS OF LIVESTYLES (SLOVENIA) 
 
 
 
MAP 7. DISTRIBUTION OF CLUSTERS IN THE MAPS OF LIVESTYLES (BOSNIA) 
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GRAPH 1 – TYPOLOGY OF HOUSEHOLD STRATEGIES (REACTIONS TO THE CRISIS) 
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